case, Ehrenberg's specimens and drawings clearly date prior to the publication of the name (Elbrächter & al., l.c.) . Overall, the proposal by Carbonell-Moore (l.c.) aims at an easy but ambiguous solution to preserve current misapplications of Blepharocysta (including 12 names, 9 of them species including synonyms, all of them scarcely observed). However, accepting this solution would neglect Ehrenberg's careful documentation of the species. Furthermore, Stein's misidentification cannot be brought in line with Ehrenberg's protologue data including the species description (see Elbrächter & al., l.c.) . According to our studies, Stein's concepts of Blepharocysta and B. splendor-maris, currently only consisting of a misapplied name and some drawings, do not need any conserved type but new formal descriptions and legitimate and validly published names as well as a contemporary physical type, independent of Ehrenberg's (l.c. 1860) observations. Later names, formally linked to Ehrenberg's concept and characterised by original material but based on the misapplication of Blepharocysta would remain available to serve as basionyms for appropriate combinations (ICN Art. 56.1 Note 1).
For the authors of this proposal rejection of Blepharocysta in favour of Alexandrium is a higher good than preserving misapplications of Blepharocysta by means of a conserved type.
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(2687) Proposal to conserve the name Phyllopsora against Triclinum and Crocynia (Ramalinaceae, lichenized Ascomycota) Kistenich & al. (in Taxon 67: 871-904. 2018) showed the genus to be polyphyletic. Following Kistenich & al. (l.c. 2019) , Phyllopsora currently comprises 57 species, including those indicating the types of three generic names that have priority over Phyllopsora: Triclinum (priority 1825), Symplocia (1854) and Crocynia (1860). Accordingly, we here propose to conserve the name Phyllopsora against Triclinum and Crocynia. Because Symplocia is already rejected in favour of Crocynia, conservation of Phyllopsora against the latter will preclude adoption of Symplocia because a "rejected name […] may not be restored for a taxon that includes the type of the corresponding conserved name" (Art. 14.7 of the ICN -Turland & al. in Regnum Veg. 159. 2018 Crocynia gossypina is a pantropical lichen species producing apothecia. The lack of an upper cortex gives it a characteristic byssoid thallus. Based on superficial similarities in thallus anatomy, Hue (in Mém. Soc. Sci. Nat. Math. Cherbourg 37: 223-254. 1909; in Bull. Soc. Bot. France 71: 311-402. 1924 ) and later authors have included several temperate and tropical species in Crocynia. In 1924 , Hue (l.c. 1924 ) listed 37 species, and already in 1932 , Zahlbruckner (Cat. Lich. Univ. 8: 234-244. 1932 ) listed as many as 161 species, varieties, and forms of Crocynia. Even more species were assigned to the genus throughout the 20th century. According to Laundon (in Lichenologist 2: 57-67. 1962 , 24: 315-350. 1992 , however, most of these Crocynia species belong in Lepraria Ach. (Stereocaulaceae). Unfortunately, most of the Crocynia types described by Hue were lost when B. de Lesdain's house in Dunkerque burned down during World War II, leaving the interpretation of many names in Crocynia open and "likely to remain a matter of conjecture" (Laundon, l.c. 1992) . In the latest classification of the ascomycetes, Lücking & al. (in Bryologist 119: 361-416. 2017 , 120: 58-69. 2017 ) accept only four species in Crocynia (all exclusively tropical), thereby leaving many species names orphaned. The type, C. gossypina, and the additional species C. pyxinoides Nyl. were found to be phylogenetically nested inside Phyllopsora by Kistenich & al. (l.c. 2018) .
The genus name Phyllopsora is widely known to lichenologists working on tropical material, whereas the name Triclinum has, to our knowledge, not been used between its introduction in 1825 and the typification by Jørgensen (l.c.). Moreover, accepting the name Triclinum instead of Phyllopsora would require 56 new combinations. Adopting Crocynia would necessitate an inconvenient re-circumscription of a genus already in a taxonomic disarray caused by the historical inclusion of distantly related species, of which the type material has mostly been lost.
Adopting the oldest name, Triclinum, would avoid adding more exceptions to the rules of nomenclature, and would involve reinstalling a name with almost no previous use for a genus that has recently been given a new taxonomic concept. Thus, it would be Timdal (l.c. 2008) synonymized Squamacidia and Triclinum with Phyllopsora, and suggested that Phyllopsora be proposed for conservation, should this synonymization be supported by future studies. The generic circumscriptions in a recent molecular phylogenetic evident which species truly belonged in the genus and whether or not the new taxonomy had been followed. Adopting the name Phyllopsora, on the other hand, would result in renaming only the few morphologically well-distinguished and recognized Crocynia species to Phyllopsora. At the same time, it should be noted that the circumscription of the genus Phyllopsora sensu Kistenich & al. (l.c.: in press) more closely resembles its earlier understanding (Swinscow & Krog, l.c.; Brako, l.c. 1991) than the more recent (Timdal, l.c. 68 (3) • June 2019: 590-592 TAXON 2011). Hence, we consider that continuing the well-established use of 57 species names in Phyllopsora would result in the least disadvantageous nomenclatural change.
